Apiculture has been in decline in both Europe and the USA over recent decades, as is shown by the decreasing numbers of managed honey bee (Apis mellifera L.) colonies (Ellis et al., 2010; Potts et al., 2010) .
It therefore is crucial to make beekeeping a more attractive hobby and a less laborious profession, in order to encourage local apiculture and pollination. Apart from socio-economic factors, which can only be addressed by politicians, sudden losses of honey bee colonies have occurred, and have received considerable public attention. Indeed, in the last few years, the world's press has been full of eye catching but often uninformative headlines proclaiming the dramatic demise of the honey bee, a world pollinator crisis and the spectre of mass human starvation. "Colony Collapse Disorder" (CCD) in the USA has attracted great attention, and scientists there and in Europe are working hard to provide explanations for these extensive colony losses. Colony losses have also occurred elsewhere (Figs 1 and 2), but examination of the historical record shows that such extensive losses are not unusual (vanEngelsdorp and Meixner, 2009 ).
Almost exactly a century ago, in 1906, beekeepers on the Isle of Wight, a small island off the south coast of England, noticed that many of their honey bee colonies were dying, with numerous bees crawling from the hive, unable to fly. Despite some sceptical beekeepers suggesting that this was "paralysis", a condition which had long been known, the colony losses were widely reported in the media, and beekeepers became convinced that the cause was a novel (Rennie et al., 1921 (Bailey and Ball, 1991; Bailey, 2002) led to the conclusion that the disease had been due to a combination of factors, in particular, infection by chronic bee paralysis virus (completely unknown at the time), together with poor weather which inhibited foraging, and an excess of bee colonies being kept for the amount of forage available.
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The recent concern over CCD has much in common with the historical "Isle of Wight Disease" episode, and many lessons can be learned. Initial concern about colony losses in one particular area, the USA, has led to global media attention. Moreover, colony losses throughout the world are being ascribed to CCD, yet that term was 2 Neumann, Carreck attention, but is certainly involved. Indeed, the broad patterns of CCD coincide with continents with different pressures from V. destructor (Fig. 1) . Since African and Africanized honey bees survive without treatment for V. destructor (Martin and Medina, 2004) , and the mite
has not yet been discovered in Australia, this supports a central role of V. destructor for the current colony losses. In fact, data by Dahle The COLOSS network does not directly fund research, but aims to coordinate national research activities across Europe and worldwide (Fig. 4) . COLOSS comprises all three groups of stakeholders; scientists, beekeepers and industry with the aim of complementing rather than duplicating research approaches, and to create transnational synergies.
Initiatives to obtain sustainable support for the network are in preparation. Networking is facilitated through conferences and scientific exchange programmes, but more importantly also through a large series of workshops for extension specialists and apiculturists. Only if we succeed in bridging the gap between bee science and apiculture will we achieve sustainable progress in the prevention of colony losses at a global scale. (Paxton, 2010; Santrac et al., 2010) ; Varroa destructor (Carreck et al., 2010b; Dahle, 2010; Martin et al., 2010) ; pesticides (Chauzat et al., 2010b; Medrzycki et al., 2010) ; the effects of acaricides (Harz et al., 2010) ; the loss of genetic diversity (Meixner et al., 2010 ; and loss of habitats (Potts et al., 2010) . In addition, gathered together for the first time in one place, a group of papers report on colony losses and possible causes in sixteen individual countries:
Austria (Brodschneider and Crailsheim, 2010; Brodschneider et al., 2010) ; Bosnia and Herzegovia (Santrac et al., 2010) ; Bulgaria (Ivanova and Petrov, 2010) ; Canada (Currie et al., 2010) ; Croatia (Gajger et al., 2010) ; Denmark (Vejsnaes and Kryger, 2010) Scotland (Gray et al., 2010); Switzerland (Charrière and Neumann, 2010) ; and the USA (Ellis et al., 2010; vanEnglesdorp et al., 2010) .
Finally, two further papers consider the general status of both managed honey bees (Potts et al., 2010) and non-Apis bees (Roberts and Potts, 2010) in Europe.
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